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Executive SUl1unary

Title: Perceptions of Ideological Imperialism: Why the Establishment of Democracy in the Middle
East Will Not Defeat Islamist Terrorism

Author: LCDR Kevin S. Seibel, UnHed States Navy

Thesis: The policy outlined by the National Security Strategy of the United States o./America,
March 2006, is that promoting democracy in the Middle East will ultimately defeat Islamist
terrorists. In the context of the current war in Iraq, this policy gives the perception of ideological
imperialism. Furthermore, bringing about democracy in the Middle East alone will not defeat
terrorism.

Discussion: The concept of promoting democracy in the Middle East as a means to defeat Islamist
terrorism, as outlined in the National Security Strategy (NSS), has two basic problems. The first
problem is that "promoting" democracy can be viewed as "forcibly establishing" democracy in Iraq.
The idea of a modern, colonial-style imperialism from the U.S. has been seized by the very
terrorists whom the U.S. seeks to defeat and used as a propaganda tool. The second problem with
establishing democracy as a means to defeat terrorism is that it is not a proven solution, and
arguments as to why it will not work are compelling.

The analysis!of the first problem focuses on the NSS and the National Strategyfor
COinbating Terrorism (NSCT 2003 and NSCT 2006 versions). Specific messages in the NSS, when
viewed in the context of the current war in Iraq and Afghanistan, send the strategic communication
that military action may be the preferred method for "promoting" democracy in the Middle East. ,
Unfortunately, the NSCT 2006 parroted the NSS, in some cases verbatim. The NSCT 2006
completely revamped the well thought out NSCT 2003 from a document that clearly outlined the
necessary areas for focus on combating terrorism to a document that mirrored the theories of the
NSS 2006.

The analysis of the second problem focuses on the arguments against why establishing
democracy in the Middle East will not defeat terrorism. There are five basic points to consider:
1.) Terrorism appears in democratic societies; 2.) Democracy in the Middle East may not be
reconcilable with Islamic shari'a law; 3.) There is an underlying assumption in conventional
wisdom that democracies in the Middle East would be cooperative and agreeable with the U.S.;
4.) Forcibly establishing democracy in Iraq precludes self determination and weakens the credibility
of freedom of choice in democracy; 5.) Establishing democracy in the Middle East may alleviate
some grievances of mainstream Muslims, but will not eliminate the motives of terrorist groups like
al-Qaeda. In fact, the establishment of democracy in the Middle East will actually fuel al-Qaeda to
fight even harder to remove Western influence and restore the totalitarian ideology of their
extremist worlcl"view.

Conclusion: The successful establishment of democracy in the Middle East, if properly achieved,
may have long term benefits to the U.S., but it should not be considered as the sole solution or way
to defeat terrorism. A concentrated effort, as outlined in the NSCT 2003, is a much more realistic
approach to defeating terrorism.
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Preface

An excellent discussion of the National Security Strategy of the United States ofAmerica,

March 2006 was undertaken by my fellow classmates and I in a seminar early in the 2007-8

academic year at Command and Staff College. An important point that came up was, "How many

Americans have actually read the National Security Strategy?" A very valid question, since it

receives no prominent advertising from the executive branch of government (at least to the best of

my knowledge!). It is an incredibly important document, and one that all Americans should be

familiar with, since it is formative of our foreign policy. Outside of the ivory tower, many of my

peers in the military have neither read it, nor know precisely where to find it without the aid of

Google.

The first time I read through the National Security Strategy 2006, I was motivated by the

strong, passionate language that was artfully written. It moved me. I was in complete agreement

with the cOIJcept that if we could bring democracy to the Middle East, the root causes of terrorism

would be addressed. It felt patriotic to believe all that the world needed to "get well" was a strong

dose ()f democracy. It just made sense to me. However, as I began to expand my knowledge of

terrorism, I began to question the idea that simply bringing democracy to the Middle East was the

solution. The more I studied and considered the issue, the deeper my doubts became. This led me

to take on the immensely difficult topic of this thesis.

My deepest interest, like many others, is to seek out all the knowledge I can find to improve

my understanding of terrorists and terrorism, and thereby aid in the fight. The topic of terrorism is

certainly not new, but recent history has brought this topic into a renewed focus over the past ten

years. It has generated enormous amounts of research, theories, books, experts, and strategies to

end the tyranny of terrorists. I knew that I wanted to understand terrorism at a much higher level,
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and I began by researching the origins of the modern Islamist terrorist. In the course of my studies

at Command and Staff College, I have been exposed to many excellent writings, books, and ideas

that were new to me, and I could not help but notice the inter-linkages between many of the topics

we were studying and discussing. Particularly, the topic of strategic communication seemed

incredibly relevant to me, as well as something the U.S appears to have let fall by the wayside

(particularly with the elimination of the U.S. Information Agency as a stand-alone entity). With this

idea in mind, I began reading U.S. government documents with a keen eye towards what was being

strategically communicated. The National Security Strategy 2006 was one of the documents I re

read from a different perspective. When I combined this with what I had been learning about

terrorism, I truly began to doubt that the basic premise of the National Security Strategy 2006 would

work: building democracies to defeat terrorism. This contrary thought was a difficult idea to

consider, because it simply felt unpatriotic. I really wanted to believe that democracy is the Holy

Grail answer, but the more I researched this specific topic, the more I perceived the flaws. These

flaws were in the strategic communication of the theory as well as in the democratization theory

itself.

As much as I want to write about 'my ideas on how to defeat terrorism, outlining how to

defeat terrorism is not my goal. Rather, I have given my efforts to discussing how the current

policy will not defeat terrorism. It is very much intended to show that the democratization policy

outlined in the National Security Strategy will not defeat terrorism as it claims. This is a bold

claim, and I think it is important to further explain where I stand.

lam a strong proponent of fostering democracy and free market enterprise all over the

world. I believe that there can be some as yet unknown benefits that could come about. To this

end, I agree with the spirit of our National Security Strategy. However, I have come to feel strongly

that how we communicate our ideals to the world means a great deal, both in words and in actions.
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This must be combined with the simple rule of thumb that perception is 90% of the law. In other

words, when we communicate to the world that we are fighting in Iraq to bring democracy to the

Middle East, it makes sense to the average American. But how is it perceived by the average

Muslim in the Middle East who is exposed to our extensive military instrument of national power?

Does he perceive that we wage war solely to spread our ideals and democracy, even if it may not be

what he desires? I believe that we are unintentionally giving the perception of neo-colonial

imperialism, or what I call ideological imperialism.

While wri ting this thesis, I have had great difficulty trying to illuminate the fact that I do not

disagree with encouraging democracy in the Middle East. I realize that this sounds contrary to my

thesis, but it is not. I have attempted to make it clear that I believe that the way this "strategy" is

communicated - through poorly considered political rhetoric and the mischaracterization of the

reasons for U.S. military actions - is a strategic level miscommunication to the world of U.S.

intentions. I have also attempted to make it clear that I simply do not think that democracy in the

Islamic world will end the terrorism we seek to defeat in the "Global War on Terrorism." I believe

this is simply wishful thinking. Ultimately, I strongly believe that the terrorists need to be

neutralized: either killed, captured, marginalized, or otherwise eliminated. I am very distressed

when I read or hear of the war in Iraq being associated solely with the concept of bringing

democracy to tl~e Middle East, as if spreading democracy was the only reason for war. Surely this

is not what America wants to communicate to the world writ large.

I suppose that the topic of this paper will become a moot point shortly after the election this

November. A new administration will take office next January, and over time, a review of the

National Security Strategy is sure to come. Perhaps, even more frighteningly, a precipitous pull out

of Iraq is in our future strategic communication. I certainly hope not. I hope America is strong

enough to see it through to the end, and is successful in rebuilding Iraq as an ally.
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"The idea that peace depends above all on pronwting democratic institutions has remained a staple
ofAmerican thought to the present day. Conventional American wisdom has consistently

maintained that democracies do not make war on each other. ...disagreements had to do with
method. Should America actively promote the ,spread o./Fee institutions as a principal o.j'itsforeign

policy? Or should it rely on the impact o.f its exmnple?" Henry Kissinge/

Introduction: War for Democracy

The "global war on terrorism" is often framed as a war of ideas between the democratic

ideology of freedom and the totalitarian ideology of radical Islamist terrorists. As the fundamental

basis of President George W. Bush's National Security Strategy o.fthe United States o.fAnzerica,

March 2006 (hereafter NSS 2006), the foundational solution to defeating the ideology of Islamist

extremism and terrorism is through the promotion of democracy. President Bush's strategic vision

is clear: promoting democracy" in the Middle East is the way to ultimately defeat Islamist extremism

and terrorism. However, there are two basic problems within the theory that a democratic Middle

East will defeat terrorism. The first problem with promoting democracy in the Middle East,

specifically in Iraq, lies not in the message of democracy, but in the military messehger. Through a

"strategy" of r~gime change in Iraq, the U.S. in essence forcefully established democracy, rather

than having peacefully promoted democracy. The strategic communication of the NSS 2006, when

viewed against the current situation in Iraq, gives the Islamist terrorists highly prized propaganda to

exploit against the U.S.: the perception or'viable indications of U.S. ideological ilnperialism. The

second problem is that the theory that a democratic Middle East will end terrorism is just that: it is

only a theory. There is no proof that establishing democracy in the Middle East will or even can

end terrorism, but there are several compelling arguments why it will not work.

By analyzing the two problems stated above, this thesis will first show how the strategy of

democracy communicated in the NSS 2006 is a strategic communication that does not align with

American ideals when it is viewed in the context of the war in Iraq. Although many Americans

may consider the establishment of democracy in the Middle East a noble and patriotic endeavor, it

becomes evident how the miscommunication of the NSS 2006 strategy aids the ter~'Ol'ists and
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extremists in their goals. Next, the compelling arguments that counter the theory of democracy as

the solution to ending terrorism in the Middle East will be analyzed. When all are considered

together, these arguments demonstrate how democracy alone will not defeat terrorism in the Middle

East.

Defining Democracy. Extremism. and Terrorism

Some basic definitions of the terms being used are essential. First, the general definition of

democracy used in this thesis is a form of republican government that derives its political power

from the people through elected representatives. Democratic governments are mandated by the

majority will of the people to protect the equal rights of all the governed people under an accepted

body of law, upheld by an independent judiciary. The concept of freedom is closely aligned with

democracy, as often democratic countries are referred to as "free" countries. Freedom is a key

aspect in democracy; implicit in democracy is the freedom to participate actively in the government.

Other freedoms are guaranteed so long as they do not violate the rights of others. The definition of

democracy used in this paper is not intended to be all encompassing, but rather to provide a basic
\

definition that includes democracies that are not necessarily mirror images of the U.S.

Extremism, as used in this thesis, refers to the practice of holding rigidly fundamental

interpretations' of a belief system or politics to the point of advocating violence to achieve the

desired end state. An Islamic extremist interprets Islam in a more conservative, rigid manner than

the average Muslim. While an Islamist terrorist likely embraces extremist views, an Islamic

extremist is not necessarily a terrorist by virtue of his beliefs and by advocatin,g violence. By

advocating violence, Islamist extremists playa significant role in the creation of the Islamist

terrorist, and terrorists are often mislabeled as simply extremists. Truly, terrorists are extremists,

but labeling them as such neglects the murderous level to which they are willing to take their radical

views: terrorists put extremism into violent action.
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Currently, there is no universally accepted definition of terrorism, yet defining terrorism

must be the first step in understanding the problem at hand. Since a single definition is not accepted

by the U.S. government or academia, it is difficult at best to constl'llct a coordinated strategy to

defeat terrorism, much less to measure any strategy's effectiveness. In essence, how can one defeat

what one cannot clearly define or understand? A clear definition is reflective of a clear

understanding of the issue, and both seem to be missing in the current fight.

Although there are many opinions as to what constitutes terrorism, this author defines

terrorism as a radical political means of deliberately targeting, killing, or harming innocent civilians

to influence a target government or social group by undermining its popular support, and to further

generate support from groups sympathetic to the terrorist cause. Terrorists perpetrate acts of

terrorism as either a political strategy or tactic, and can range from individuals, groups,

organizations, all the way up to state regimes.

It is of utmost importance to define terrorism clearly; a clear definition will provide the basis

from which a solid strategy can be constructed. Appendix A lists several definitions being used by

various U.S. Government agencies and popular political scientists to describe and define terrorism.

Such an array of definitions leads to confusion about what constitutes a terrorist act, and more

importantly, indicates a lack of single point leadership to focus understanding of the problem within

the U.S. government and interagency bureaucracy.

Background and Context

After the heinous attacks of September 11,2001, the U.S. invaded Afghanistan with strong

international support and good will. The mission of destroying al-Qaeda and capturing or killing

the terrorist leader Osama bin Laden was clear. In the process of pursuing al-Qaeda, the Coalition

toppled the Taliban regime, which was an undeniable supporter of al-Qaeda and terrorism. After

the fall of the Taliban regime, the Coalition instituted a democratic form of government in

Afghanistan. The establishment of democracy in Afghanistan was not the primary purpose for
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military action in Afghanistan, but rather a byproduct of the clear purpose of pursuing al-Qaeda.

The Taliban government had been given the opportunity to cooperate by turning over al-Qaeda, and

declined to assist the Coalition. As a result, the Coalition removed the Taliban from power as a

clear terrorist supporting regime.

When the U.S. invaded Iraq in 2003, the Bush administr,ation used the justification that

Saddam Hussein's regime potentially possessed weapons of mass destruction (WMD), which could

be supplied to terrorist groups such as al-Qaeda. The stated purpose for invading Iraq was regime

change to eliminate Hussein as a possible supporter of terrorism. In the context of the "global war

on terrorism", the invasion was tenuously justified. Soon the evidence began to show that

Hussein's regime did not have WMD, was not actively producing WMD, and was not providing

WMD to terrorists. Hussein's external support of al-Qaeda lacked clear, provable evidence. In fact,

~

it seems highly improbable that radical Islamists would deal with the secular regime of Saddam

Hussein, and any cooperation between the groups would be difficult to imagine. 2 Regardless of any

misguided information, U.S. national intelligence missteps, or miscalculated strategic decisions that

led to the invasion of Iraq, the fact remained that the war was nowfait accompli based on tenuous

public justifications. A new explanation for the war in Iraq was necessary. As a result, the rhetoric

and rationale for invading Iraq shifted focus from WMD and terrorists to the concept that

establishing democracy in place of a destabilizing, cruel dictator was a strategic means of defeating

terrorism. This argument became so prominent that the NSS 2006 codified the rhetoric.

Problem # 1: Democracy at the Barrel ora GUll.

The National Security Strategy of2006

By shifting the rhetoric justifying the invasion of Iraq from WMD to the establishment of a

democratic government, it appeared that the American ideology of democratic government had

effectively been forced upon Iraq - if not in fact, at least in perception. The Bush administration's

rhetoric seemed to be implying a new strategic message: The United States can and will use
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military power to establish democracy as a means to an end to the "global war on terrorism." In

essence, a doctrine of preventive warfare to establish democracy justified the reason for invasion of

a sovereign state. By March 2006, the strategy of democratization in foreign policy communicated

by the new NSS seemed to reinforce the message that America may use military force solely to

establish democracy, if necessary. Thus, the "global war on terrorism" in Iraq had in essence

become ideological imperialism. The forced implementation of democracy where America sees fit

to impose it is nothing less.

The all encompassing theme of the NSS 2006 is the promotion of democracy, freedom,

justice, free markets, and peace as the basis for insuring America's security and ending the threat of

terrorism. In the introduction of the NSS 2006, President Bush outlined his goals:

Our national security strategy is founded upon two pillars: The first pillar is
promotingfi-eedom, justice, and human dignity - working to end tyranny, to promote
effective democracies, and to extend prosperity through free and fair trade and wise
development policies. . ..Peace and international stability are most reliably built on a
foundation of freedom.
The second pillar of our strategy is confronting the challenges of our time by leading
a growing community o/democracies . ... history has shown that only when we do
our part will others do theirs.3 (Emphasis added.)

This policy begins on a slippery slope when "working to end tyranny" involves preventive

regime change through military instruments of national power - the obvious "strategy" in Iraq.

When this strong arm policy is combined with "promote[ing] effective democracies," it effectively

becomes ideological imperialism. The justness of this strategy is lost in the absence of the exact

methodology that democracy will be "promoted," and the world is left to infer that the military may

be the means of choice: "Promoting" thus becomes "establishing." Non-democratic states such as

Saudi Arabia or North Korea must surely be wondering if they are next on the list for the

"promotion" of democracy. Perhaps that is the intent of the NSS 2006: to put the world on notice

that preventive military actions are not ruled out in pursuit of U.S. national interests.
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Unfortunately, as Colonel Daniel Smith, USA (Ret), succinctly points out, 'justification of

preemptive military action rests on objective realities: enemy capability, intent, the imminence of

attack. Justification of preventive military action rests on fortune telling -- and is as prone to

substantial error.,,4 The imminence of attack is a key aspect of preemptive military action: Troops

on the border or warships off the coast would indicate imminence of attack. It borders on absurd to

consider that any attack by Saddam Hussein's regime, crippled under crushing sanctions, was

imminent. It stands to reason that the invasion of Iraq was preventive rather than preemptive.s

Since the origi.nal arguments for the invasion did not stand up to the test of time, the idea of

instituting a democracy in Iraq became the centerpiece rationale. However, if the pursuit of

democracy is to be solely through military might, then there is a clear contradiction in the

President's further statement that "free nations tend toward peace."G If free nations tend toward

peace, then a prevenJive war approach by the United States would simply not make logical sense:

War of aggression based on error prone assumptions. If democracies truly tend toward peace, then

the promotion of democracy should be peacefully pursued through instruments of national power

other than military force.

The military pursuit of terrorists brought .on by the attacks of September 11, 200 1, is an

absolutely just course of action, and is vitally essential for U.S. national security. When combating

terrorists, military capabilities are critical in a comprehensive approach that also includes integrated

political and diplomatic actions, along with law enforcement and national intelligence. Osama bin

Laden and al-Qaeda declared war on the U.S. and brought that war to U.S. soil on 9/11. Beyond

any doubt, the U.S. is justified in taking military action in Afghanistan against al-Qaeda and its

Taliban supporters. However the justness of the Afghanistan strategy was usurped in the

\

development of the preventive war policy that attempted to bring the war in Iraq under the context

of the "global war on terrorism." The purpose for invading Iraq was sold as a necessary part of the

6



"global war on terrorism," whether that was the real purpose or not. 7 By reading the NSS 2006, one

is given the impression that Iraq was invaded simply to establish a pro-U.S. democracy.

It therefore stands to reason that the ends to be achieved by invading Iraq are apparently not

the same as the ends to be achieved by invading Afghanistan. One invasion was regime change to

establish democracy, and one invasion was to pursue and eliminate terrorists. Indeed, the

appearance of groping for a justification for the invasion ofIi'aq " ... has become a 'cause celebre'

for jihadists."s Ironically, al-Qaeda terrorists did not arrive in Iraq until sometime in early 2004

(well after the invasion) to fight a 'jihad' against Western power symbolized by the coalition.

Terrorist attacks were now everyday events as the war transformed into an insurgency fueled by the

newly arrived terrorists the U.S. sought to defeat in Afghanistan. Sadly, establishing democracy in

Iraq has not defeated terrorism, but rather has served as a rallying battlefield that draws new recruits

into the radical al-Qaeda ideology. Unfortunately, the jury is still out on whether or not the

fledgling democracy in Iraq can survive.

If establishing democracy is the ends tate desired, then the promotion of democracy through

other instruments of national power (such as diplomatic and economic efforts) is a far superior

method of achieving it than by military force. Diplomacy mayor may not take longer, but it is

certainly a less costly means - both politically and economically. "Overnight democracy" as a

primary military mission is an idea that should be removed from foreign policy thinking.

Democracy must be fostered and grown over time; it must be deeply rooted in the desires of the

people. The patience for achieving this with instruments other than the military seems to be lost.

The National Strategy for Combating Terrorisln

The end to be achieved in combating terrorism is the complete defeat of terrorists. To this

end, part of the ways and means will absolutely require military action closely integrated with

"political, judicial, administrative, diplomatic, economic, and social policies.,,9 These ways and

means were clearly outlined in the Naiional Strategy for Combating Terrorism February 2003
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(NSCT 2003). Not surprisingly, the NSCT 2003 never stated the establishment of democracy as the

means, or even a means, of defeating terrorism. The closest the NSCT 2003 came to the idea of

establishing democracy was:

Ongoirig U.S. efforts to resolve regional disputes, foster economic, social, and
political development, market-based economies, good governance, and the rule of
law, while not necessarily focused on combating terrorism, contribute to the
campaign by addressing underlying conditions that terrorists often seek to
manipulate for their own advantage. Additionally, diminishing these conditions
requires the United States, with its friends and allies, to win the "war of ideas," to
support democratic values, and to promote economic freedom. 10

This paragraph precisely captures the essence of the role for democracy in combating terrorism.

Words like "foster," "promote," and "support" are not comparable to "establish," "institute," or

"force." In fact, pointing to democracy's inherent vulnerability to terrorism, the NSCT 2003 stated,

"Because we are a free, open, and democratic society, we are, and will remain, vulnerable to these

dangers." 1I Ultimately, the NSCT 2003 outlined a very (.easonable plan of employing all

instruments of national power to defeat terrorism. Much of the NSCT 2003 strategy was well

thought out, and consistent with ideas outlined in such works as Bard O'Neill's Insurgency &

Terrorism: From Revolution to Apocalypse. The NSCT 2003 was an excellent starting point for a

comprehensive approach to defeating terrorists.

However, the National Strategyfor COlnbating Terrorism September 2006 (NSCT 2006)

reflects an abrupt change to the NSCT 2003 strategy: the promotion of democracy is now the

central theme for combating terrorism. In fact, much of the verbiage of the new NSCT 2006 is

taken directly - verbatim - out of the National Security Strategy of March 2006. The 32 page

NSCT 2003 was regressively stripped down to 19 pages that simply restated the NSS 2006.

Political expediency, it seems, subordinated a solid strategy for combating terrori~m.

Unfortunately, the NSCT 2006 reinforces the concept of associating military force as a means of

establishing democracy. To be clear, if promoting democracy is to be an instrument for ending

terrorism, then the establishing of democracy must be far removed from the use of military force to
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"promote" it. The use of force solely to establish democracy in a foreign nation can be accurately

compared to physically assaulting a person to get them to vote for a specific candidate; it does not

correspond to freedom of choice. Promoting democracy must never be the sole just?fication for

war; establishing democracy after an otherwise legitimately justified conflict (i.e., self defense) is

an absolutely different endeavor.

The end to be achieved through promoting democracy, according to President Bush, is peace

and international stability. However, when the means to promote democracy are aligned with the

use of military force, it makes U.S. policy no different than the imperial designs of Soviet Russia's

attempts to establish communism in Afghanistan. In his book The Utility ofForce, General Sir

Rupert Smith accurately captures what now appears to be the essence of modern military

interventions:

We do not intervene in order to take or hold territory; in fact, once an intervention
has occurred a main preoccupation is how to leave the t~rritory rather than keep it.
Instead, we intervened in, or even decide to escalate to, a conflict in order establish a
condition in which the political objective can be achieved by other means and in
other ways. We seek to created a conceptual space for diplomacy, economic
incentives, political pressure, and other measures to create a desired political
outcome of stability, and if possible democracy. 12

This assessment is a worthy analysis of current situation in Iraq when viewed from the perspective

of the NSS 2006. Sadly, the conflict in Iraq gives credibility to the appearance that military force

will be used to pave the way for the other instruments of national power in a doctrine of prevention.

The Strategic Conununication ot'Promoting Democracv

In the war of ideas, words are often the weapons. Clearly communicating ideas to multiple

audiences, in this case Americans and Muslims, is extremely important. At the core of the problem

is strategic mJscommunication. By closely aligning the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan with the

national policy of promoting democracy, a good policy is improperly communicated. A confusing

U.S. policy that claims democracy is peaceful while average Muslims can readily see the U.S.

military heavily involved in the Middle East simply exacerbates the problem. A more clearly

9



thought out strategic communication for fostering homegrown democratic movements can remove

the propaganda paradise of forcing regime change to democracy in a so called preventive war. If

the preenlptive justification for invading Iraq ends up proving invalid, it is perhaps better from the

standpoint of maintaining the moral high ground to admit the error, rather than creating a new

justification for going into Iraq that ends up prostituting the noble ideals of democracy.

The reality of the 9/11 attacks is that al-Qaeda desired and needed a massive retaliation from

the U.S. in the Middle East to incite Muslims to unite and rise up against a perceived Western

invasion to destroy Islam. Following the operations in Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq played

very well into the hands of al-Qaeda in achieving their strategic communication and goals. Osama

bin Laden's call to war against the "crusaders" of the Christian West is based on his own strategic

communication to Muslims that Americans are at war with Islam, not terrorists.

On 16 September 2001, President Bush said, "This crusade, this war on terrorism is gonna

take awhile. And the American people must be patient. I'm gonna be patient." 13 In his address

before the joint session of congress on 20 September 2001, President Bush said, "Every nation, in

every region, now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists. '.l4

These statements were easily twisted by Osama bin Laden to be interpreted for the non-English

speaking Muslim world as "either you are with us, or you are with terrorism. Either you are with

the Crusade, or you are with Islam.,,15 Bin Laden was able to not only wordsmith the concept of a

new Christian 'crusade into his statement, but he also effectively implied that Westerners view

terrorism and Islam as the same thing. From the Western point of view, the use of the word

"crusade" might sound applicable as a long and zealous fight, but the historic context of the

Christian crusades against the Muslims renders the word unusable in a well thought out strategic

communication to combat terrorists. Words must be carefully chosen.

The association of the strategic policy of democracy promotion with the war in Iraq is a

strategic communication blunder. Perhaps even more disconcerting is that this poorly
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communicated foreign policy of "promoting" democracy accords strong credence to the Muslim's

perception of American ideological imperialism. This perception in turn fuels the rationale Islamist

extremists and terrorists use to justify actions against the perceived threat from the West. Perhaps

more impoitantly, it also offers radical Islamist extremists a valuable recruiting tool in justifying the

established perception of the need for defense of Islam against the "imperial arrogance of

America.,,16 The propaganda opportunities that groups like al-Qaeda can exploit are easy pickings

from a poorly communicated democratization policy. Assuming this is not the intention of the Bush

administration, it should at least be recognized that the U.S. sometimes appears to be offering

democracy at the barrel of a gun.

Problem # 2: Why Establishing Democracies Will Not Defeat Terrorism

Clearly outlined in the NSS 2006 is President Bush's philosophy that establishing

democracy in the Middle East will remove the underlying causes of terrorism, and thus defeat

terrorism in the long term. This sounds plausible, but there are several problems inherent to this
\

theory. Furthering the problem, of late it would seem that any form of "elections" in government

passes as democracy. Examples of corrupt elections in Muslim states in the past twenty years

abound: Pakistan, Algeria, and Egypt to name a few. However, the focus on simple elections does

not qualify a state as a functional democracy, and simple elections will not necessarily end the

grievances that terrorists seek to exploit.

Several more considerations must be examined when considering if establishing democracy

can actually defeat terrorism. Following this, a brief discussion on the specific friction between al-

Qaeda and democracy will conclude the analysis of the problem.

1.) Terrorism still appears in established democratic societies

Perhaps the most frequently cited evidence that democracy does not eliminate terrorism is

that democratic societies have their own indigenous terrorists. Some notable examples of

indigenous terrorism in democracies include Timothy McVeigh in the U.S., Aum Shinrikyo in
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Japan, the IRA in Britain and Ireland, the Red Brigade in Italy, and the Red Army Faction in West

Genminy.17 In fact, even when some indigenous terrorist groups have had the opportunity to enter

elections, they either decline to participate or fail to win the election. IS This is not surprising, as F.

Gregory Gause III keenly points out, " ... terrorists, who rarely represent political agendas that could

mobilize electoral majorities, would reject the very principles of majority rule and minority rights

on which liberal democracy is based.,,19 For security purposes, terrorist groups are naturally very

secretive and aresimply not open to just anyone who wants to join. Gause goes on to point out that

terrorist organizations "revolve around strong leaders and a cluster of COll'lmitted followers," and

democracy is simply not a system in which they fit. 2o No matter how successful the democracy, as

is the case in the U.S., someone will always feel disenchanted, unrepresented, dispossessed,

alienated, or simply left out. That person's anger can then be exploited to violence. Resorting to

violence is not out of the question within a free and democratic society; in fact, the very freedoms

guaranteed to Americans make terrorist operations within the borders more feasible.

Working through diplomacy to establish democracy in some parts of the world as a method

to aid in improving governance, reducing poverty, and creating justice might be entirely

appropriate. In this case, democracy, as outlined in the NSS of 2006, can give a voice to the

voiceless, and hope to the hopeless. However, this is not a primary method to combat terrorism, but

rather another means to assist in eliminating terrorism, as noted above in the NSCT 2003. It is

simply the best way Americans know to help poverty stricken people in failed or failing states, by

giving them an alternative to radical ideologies. However, the Islamist terrorists will only fight

harder to prevent this goal. Islamic terrorists are fighting for the establishment of a totalitarian

religious ideology, not a governance method to alleviate dispossession of a voting voice for the

masses. Using democracy to remove the popular support base of terrorists simply will not end

terrorism.
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2.) Can denwcracv be reconciled with Islamic shari 'a law?

The assumption that a democracy can be overlaid on an Islamic state, which can be

reconciled with Islamic shari'a law, is questionable. This is particularly true when Americans

"mirror image" our style of government onto Muslim countries. Certainly al-Qaeda and other

Islamist extremists dp not see a place for the man made laws of republican democracy in place of

Allah's law, or shari'a. Several Muslim states are struggling under barely functioning pseudo

democracies, such as Pakistan. It is true that several Middle Eastern states have moved towards

liberal democracy - albeit slowly - and are attempting to find a common ground that can be

accepted by conservative Muslims. However, this only fuels the extremist fire.

The democracy of Pakistan is a good example of the problems Islamic countries face when

they attempt to succeed as a democracy. A growing portion of Pakistani people appear to be

moving more towards the extremist views, seeing the "democracy" of Pakistan as acorrupt farce. 2
1

Former Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto was an extremely outspoken proponent of equal

rights under liberal democracy. The December 2007 assassination of Bhutto, who was up for

election, demonstrates the Islamic fundamentalists' extreme resistance to, and willingness to fight

against democracy. \

3.) The assumption that a Muslim democracv will be cooperative with the U. S.

It is unsafe to simply assume that any democratic government established in an Islamic state

will be friendly and cooperative with the U.S. As Kissinger described in the opening quote for this

thesis from DiplOinacy, this is the conventional wisdom of the past and present. However,

Kissinger was not arguing the truth of the statement, but rather pointing out that it was simply

conventional wisdom. Kissinger goes on to describe how Alexander Hamilton challenged the

notion that "democracies tend toward peace." Somehow, it has been perpetuated that disagreement

with the conventional wisdom outlined by Kissinger constitutes a form of unpatriotic thinking, but it

is entirely realistic to consider unfavorable governments developing under democracy. Sharing the
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same form of government does not, by any stretch of the imagination, automatically insure peace.

Hamas is a prime example of a democratically elected militant group.

It would be unwise not to consider the possibility that an extreme faction of Islamists could

gain political power through democracy, and perhaps even move to support and harbor terrorists in

a fundamentalist controlled "democracy." The election of Hamas is a strong example of a

legitimate election of an unfavorable group to the U.S. The Islamic Republic of Iran is perhaps the

closest Muslim state in the Middle East to democracy, yet the Iranian agenda is clearly not pro-U.S.

Iranian support in destabilizing Iraq has been a confounding issue for the Bush administration.

Compounding this issue is the message of hypocrisy given by the U.S. when refusing to deal with

unfavorable d~mocratically elected governments like Iran or Hamas.

4.) A policy ot't'orced democracv elirninates selt'determination.

Using the force of arms solely to remove totalitarian, repressive regimes to replace them

with democracy obviously precludes self determination. It is ironic that the freedom of choice

embodied by democracy is actually removed when the U.S. embarks on post war nation building.

Freedom of choice in government is limited to choosing democracy. The Revolutionary War in the

U.S. was incited by a group of men with radical ideas of liberty and equality. Not all colonists

supported breaking with Britain, and when the "revolution" is considered from the British side, it

was indeed a rebellion led by "radicals" with a distinctly different political world view. No one

forced the U.S. to choose democracy; it was deeply desired in the hearts of several great Americans

and captured by the momentous efforts of our founding fathers. It is so deeply meaningful to

Americans that we will give our lives for its preservation. Similarly, true democracy in the Middle

East must come from the will of the people, which should be fostered and aided by the U.S.

However, forced regime change to establish democracy in Iraq only serves to amplify anti-U.S.

sentiment among Muslims, and exacerbates fears of Western domination. 22

5.) Can establishing democracv alleviate the grievances ot'Muslinls?
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Lastly, the conviction that democracy removes the grievances of the Muslim masses

suffering from authoritarian or totalitarian regimes is a misdirected notion. Although democracy

may certainly help the mainstream Muslim masses, it will not prevent terrorists from seeking out

the select few who remain dissatisfied. In other words, religious terrorists like Osama bin Laden

and his followers are not disillusioned by their inability to participate in government through

suffrage. Osama bin Laden wants to restore a totalitarian Caliphate; his recruits and followers share

his desire for a return to a bygone era of strict Islamic asceticism. Democracy in Iraq, Afghanistan,

or any Middle East country will not eliminate his goal even if it dries up what little mainstream

support he currently has. Through' his (and many other) radical interpretations and teachings of

Islam, the goal of luring Muslim youths into the perceived fight is achieved because those young

Muslims believe and agree with him. These theoretically "disenfranchised" young Muslims are the

true aim of democratization, as outlined in the NSS 2006. By giving them fair representation in a

democratic government, the source of "holy warriors" will be removed from groups like al-Qaeda.

However, it is critical to understand that this does not eliminate al-Qaeda, and al-Qaeda will always

be able to recruit new followers from the large group of fundamentalists in the Middle East, whether

it is democratic or not. No form of government is acceptable to Osama bin Laden and his followers

unless it is the Caliphate of his ideology. Even if all the grievances of the Muslim masses were

somehow magically resolved by a completely democratic Middle East, al-Qaeda would simply find

a new cause on which to base their violent ideology.

The grievances Osama bin Laden exploits are religiously based and agitated by what he

perceives as a Western imperialistic threat to Islamic sovereignty. As mentioned above, it is

important to recognize that terrorist organizations like al-Qaeda will simply transform their

grievances and mission as necessary to garner popular Muslim support and charity. No amount of

Western amelioration of al-Qaeda exploited grievances will remove their ultimate goal of the

restoring the Caliphate centered in a Middle Eastern Islamic state. Fundamentally, the grievances
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that Islamist terrorists have with the West do not lie in democracy or elected representation (at least

originally). Osama bin Laden's early writings show that his chief grievance, well prior to the

"global war on terror," was "the invasion by the American and western Crusader forces of the

Arabian peninsula and Saudi Arabia, the home of ... the Sacred House of God, the Muslim's

direction ofprayer.,,23 Driving his radical views are his deeply held beliefs that the U.S. led

Western nati0l1s are crusaders attempting to destroy Islam and that Western values are corrupting

Muslims. So, for example, if U.S. military forces were to be completely withdrawn from Saudi

Arabia, or even Iraq, al-Qaeda would simply find another suitable grievance to indict perceived

American imperialism. Furthermore, this would be an act of giving in to terrorist demands, which

would only encourage the terrorists to seek further gains towards their goals. The fact remains that

the very basis of democracy - individual rights and liberties - is unequivocally at odds with the core

of the extreme religious world view embraced by groups such as Al Qaeda. As James Robbins

notes, " ... because al-Qaeda is pursuing a universal vision and sanctifies violence, peaceful

coexistence is impossible. The group will resist violently the establishment of democracy anywhere

in the region for as long as it is able to do SO.,,24

Understanding ai-Qaeda and Democracy

The April 2006 National Intelligence Estimate determined that, "al-Qa'ida will continue to

pose the greatest threat to the Homeland and US interests abroad by a single terrorist group.,,25

Although the global war on terrorism is a broad attempt to combat all terrorists groups throughout

the world, the focus is primarily on Osama bin Laden, al-Qaeda, and al-Qaeda associated

movements as the premier threat to American security.

As the architects of the 9/11 attacks on the U.S., the complete destruction of al-Qaeda

should rightfully be the centerpiece of the U.S strategy to combat terrorism. The basis of Osama

bin Laden's world view embodies his distaste for secular Western ideals and secular government.

?, Osama bin Laden is very clear about his goals and grievances. He is a prolific writer and a master
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of information operations. The very permissiveness of a free and open democratic society not only

allows extremists to operate freely to achieve their ends, but is precisely what extremists seek to

destroy in order to establish their own totalitarian IsIClmist regime. The rule of law embodied by the

Constitution of the United States is based on individual rights and freedoms, which is not in

"

concordance with Osama bin Laden's extreme Islamist interpretations. By expertly outlining

"infidel" Western "transgressions," bin Laden is able to give his followers a cause to believe in and

fight for to achieve his ultimate goal: restoration of both the Muslim Caliphate and the world

stature of Islam. 26

In the extreme version of Islam that al-Qaeda embraces, the law is given by God alone. Man

does not give the laws, as is the essence of democracy. James Robbins noted that:

... Jordanian terrorist Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, Osama Bin Laden's chief lieutenant in
Iraq, ... denounced the very principles President Bush has pledged to promote. "We have
declared a bitter war against the principle of democracy and all those who seek to enact
it," Zarqawi announced. According to him, elections, representative government and
popular sovereignty are "the essence of infidelity and deviation from the true path," and
any who seek to promote this "malicious ideology," whether in Iraq or elsewhere, wiJI
be treated as infidels and put to death. 27

This effectively communicates where al-Qaeda stands in relation to democracy. Obviously the

establishment of democracy is not intended for the terrorists themselves; it is intended to alleviate

the grievances of the masses to either head off or eliminate the support of such groups. But it is

important to consider how the terrorists perceive democracy to understand how forcibly establishing

democracy in Iraq aids the terrorists in their recruiting cause by handing them propaganda to exploit

against the U.S.

As described earlier, the terrorist organizations also make excellent use of propaganda to

attempt to convince the Muslim world that Westerners view all Muslims as terrorists, and are

renewing the crusades against Islam. This propaganda is of utmost importance to the terrorist

organization in achieving success. In this regard, the West is being outfought in the information

war. Terrorists must have a unifying cause, and the average Muslim must be able to identify with
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this cause. The cause, regardless of what it is, is critical to keeping the organization both relevant

and profitable from charitable alms. After the defeat of the Soviet Union in 1989 and the end of the

Afghan civil war in 1992, the mujahidin had no apparent mission or cause for which to continue

fighting. Osama bin Laden was able to provide that cause in the mid 1990s. While in exile in

Sudan, bin Laden shifted the focus of his "jihad" onto the U.S. As noted by Marc Sageman, "The

creation of the common enemy, the U.S. 'far enemy' - the 'head of the snake' - redefined the jihad

and revitalized al Qaeda. Such a shift to a new mission helps prolong the existence of an

organization that has accomplished its goal.,,28 As bin Laden's latest enemy, the U.S. must closely

analyze its policies for defeating his network so as not to inadvertently play into his hands and aid

his cause. Establishing democracy in Iraq by "kicking in the front door" is such a policy, and al-

Qaeda was qui.ck to jump on it.

Conclusion: [(Not Democracy, What Next?

It is certainly possible the peaceful promotion of democracy in the Middle East could

have long term benefits for both the people of the Middle East and the U.S. It is not the intent of

this thesis to argue that there could be no potential benefit to the spread of democracy, or that the

pursuit of promoting democracy in the world should not be undertaken. On the contrary, expanding

the freedoms of people everywhere through democracy would create unimaginable possibilities in

the world. However, it must be understood that the way America goes about this noble enterprise is

critical. It is clear that establishing democracy alone will not defeat terrorism, particularly when it

is d0l1e primarily by military force. It is indeed a noble undertaking to attempt to bring freedom and

individual rights to the world at large; however, the reality is that no particularfonn ofgovernment

is a cpre for terrorism. It is also implausible to think that the complete elimination of terrorism is a

victory that could ever even be achieved, by democracy or any other means. Even though history

has proven many times that terrorism is a self defeating tactic, terrorists and terrorism will likely

1 ·?9a ways eXlSt.-
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While it would seemingly be preferable to the U.S. to have democracy flourish around the

globe, there is no guarantee that every democratic government would be agreeable to U.S. policy by

virtue of being a democracy. Peaceful coexistence depends on compromise, cultural awareness,

cooperation, and strong economic and diplomatic ties. The myopic view that democratic

governments of free societies will somehow erase terrorism is similar to thinking that establishing

democracy wilJ end the illicit drug trade or international crime rings. No matter the form of

government, criminal activities will find a way to exist and attempt to grow.

Many Muslims (as polls have shown and many argue) embrace the ideas embodied by

freedom and democracy. The U.S. must work carefully to foster this through a well thought out

foreign policy that strategically communicates the principles and values held as truths by the vast

majority of Americans. U.S. actions must be in line with these values and must be transparent to

the world. The internet, television, and radio broadcasts are an important part of a strategic

communication plan, but to truly "sell" the idea of democracy to the world, the U.S. must lead by

example: embracing the Golden Rule and eliminating hubris in foreign policy. Continued

humanitarian aid, led by the military and interagency of government is essential to building good

wilJ and friendships.

Renewing economic and diplomatic focus on parts of the world other than the Middle East

could provide a public relations coup. Continued singular focus on the Middle East is a highly

effective way to show contempt for other parts of the world that lack the essential resources

(part~cularly oil) to which the U.S. finds itself so absorbingly involved in competing for access. The

U.S. has a long history of short sightedness and turning its back on parts of the world that have little

bearing on current national interests (such as Afghanistan in the 1990' s) until a crisis breaks out that

threatens vital interests. This cycle must end.

Establi'shing democracy must come from within a country, and must be a change brought

about by the will of the people. U.S. history allows us this lesson to study. Aiding nations that
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desperately need U.S. help in bringing about democracy (even if they lack resources crucial to U.S.

national interests) is just as important as fostering democracy in places where our perceived national

interests are great. Selectively choosing where the U.S. is most interested in fostering democracy is

contradictory to giving the altruistic perception that Americans desire to achieve. Much of the

world perceives America as a consumer oriented, commercially driven society whose morals are

based on profit and exploitation of scarce resources. U.S. actions will speak louder than its words

as Americans attempt to change this perception of U.S. national ideals.

The most important factor in promoting democracy around the world is that it must ne'ver be

associated with the reasoning behind military invasion, nor even associated with a cause for war.

America has the right to self defense, but militarily establishing democracy as a preventive form of

"defense" is simply bad policy. That is simply ideological imperialism. If the U.S. is to win the

war of ideas against terrorism, the idea of democracy must be clearly shown as an achievement to

be savored by those who seek it, not an exclusive American export that is backed by force of arms.

The basis of al-Qaeda is nothing less than a world Caliphate, centered in the Middle East,

and the means they will use to achieve this end state is force through war and terrorism. The

imperialist nature of their goal is clear; the U.S. must expose this imperialist nature for what it is,

and tread carefully where the perception of America's own imperialism may be shown. If America

is to end the totalitarian imperialism of al-Qaeda, she must hold herself rigidly to the high moral

standards laid down by the founding fathers. No terrorist totalitarianism can match that kind of

power.
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APPENDIX A:

Defining Terrorism: Some Sample Definitions

It may seem trivial that there is no consensus agreement on a single acceptable

definition, but a rigorous definition is essential for sharpening the focus of the problems in

combating terrorism. This is evidenced by the distinct lack of concerted effort by federal

agencies, and is created by the lack of a clear definition from which all the interagency

organizations can be directed to focus their efforts. Perception is everything, and is embodied in

the oft heard argument that one man's terrorist is another man's freedom fighter.

1.) The National Strategy for Combating Terrorism 2003 definition:

I

.. ,premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant
targets by sub-national groups or clandestine agents. Those who employ terrorism,
regardless of their specific secular or religious objectives, strive to subvert the rule
of law and effect change through violence and fear. These terrorists also share the
misguided belief that killing, kidnapping, extorting, robbing, and wreaking havoc
to terrorize people are legitimate forms of political action. 3o

The National Strategy for CO/nbating Terrorism 2006 makes no effort at a definition.

2.) The National Counterterrorism Center definition:

.. ,terrorism occurs when groups or individuals acting on political motivation
deliberately or recklessly attack civilians/non-combatants or their property and the
attack does not fall into another special category of political violence, such as
crime, rioting, or tribal violence. For further guidance on criteria, please see the
Methodology page (on the NCTC.gov website)31

Russ Travers, the Deputy Director of the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) stated in his

testimony before Congress, "There are over a hundred definitions of terrorism according to

political scientists.,,32 The NCTC utilized a new definition to capture the number of terrorist

incidents in the 2006 Country Reports on Terrorism. As a result of the NCTC using this broad
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definition, it is no small wonder that the number of terrorist incidents recorded by the NCTC in

2006 grew to over 10,000 from just a few hundred in 2005. 33

From this definition, terrorism is apparently cleanly distinguishable from crime (or vice

versa), or terrorism cannot fall into a special category such as crime. If terrorism is not a crime,

then how can President Bush vow to "find those killers and bring them to justice,,?34 Furthermore,

why would the President report "(t)hrough the U.N., we have changed the international culture

with respect to terrorism, seizing and freezing terrorist's finances, promoting the criminalization

of terrorism and related acts, and setting forthfi"cuneworksfor legal and law eT'~f'orcement e./forts to

combat terrorism and to promote systems that deny safehaven to terrorists." (Emphasis added)35

3.) The Federal Bureau of Investigation definition:

... the unlawful use of force or violence against persons or property to intimidate or
coerce 'a Government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in
furtherance of political or social objectives.

The FBI further describes terrorism as either domestic or international, depending on the origin,

base, and objectives of the terrorist organization.

• Domestic terrorism involves groups or individuals who are based and operate entirely
within the United States and Puerto Rico without foreign direction and whose acts are
directed at elements of the U.S. Government or population.

• International terrorism is the unlawful use of force or violence committed by a group or
individual, who has some connection to a foreign power or whose activities transcend
national boundaries, against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a government, the
civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives.

The FBI divides terrorist-related activity into three categories:

• a terrorist incident is a violent act or an act dangerous to human life, in violation of the
criminal laws of the United States or of any state, to intimidate or coerce a government, the
civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives;

• a suspected terrorist incident is a potential act of terrorism in which responsibility for the
act cannot be attributed at the time to a known or suspected terrorist group or individual;
and

22



• a terrorism prevention is a documented instance in which a violent act by a known or
suspected terrorist group or individual with the means and a proven propensity for violence
is successfully interdicted through investigative activity.36

4.) Military historian and author Caleb Carr defines terrorism as:

... the contemporary name given to, and the modern permutation of, warfare
deliber.ately waged against civilians with the purpose of destroying their will to
support either leaders or policies that the agents of such violence find
objectionable?? \

5.) Jessica Stern, a recognized terrorism expert and author of Terror in the Narne ofGod defines

terrorism as:

... an act or threat of violence against noncombatants with the objective of exacting
revenge, intimidation, or otherwise influencing an audience. 38

6.) Marc Sageman, in his book Leaderless Jihad, does not define terrorism in his book, but gives

an excellent discussion on problems with defining terrorism:

Until recently, a large part of the literature on terrorism concentrated on definitions
of terrorism, but without reaching consensus on what that definition is. Thus we
have a common refrain that one man's freedom fighter is another man's terrorist,
and the suspicion that, if the word had existed at the time, the British authorities
would probably have branded our founding fathers terrorists. Of course, most
people'know what they mean by terrorism, but it is a little like obscenity: people
believe they know it when they see it, but cannot define it. Even the United
Nations does not have a definition for terrorism. 39
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APPENDIXB

Terr~rist Organizations in the Worlct'°

Authors note: What is interesting about the following information is that the overwhelming
majority of the terrorists listed by the Country Reports on Terrorism are Islamist based groups.
The importance of this should be a clear indication that the U.S., at a minimum, needs to take
dramatic efforts to understand Islam at a much deeper level.

Excerpt from Country Reports on Terrorism
Released by the Office of the Coordinator for Counterterrorism
April 30, 2007

Chapter 6 -. Terrorist Organizations

Foreign Terrorist Organization (FTO) aliases cited are consistent with and drawn from the
Specially Designated Nationals list maintained by the Department of Treasury. The fullEst can be
found at the following website: http://www. treasury. gov/offices/enforcement/ofac/sdn/sdnlist. txt

Abu Nidal Organization (ANO)
Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG)
AI-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade
AnsaI' al-Sunna (AS)
Armed Islamic Group (GIA)
Asbat ai-AnsaI'
Aum Shinrikyo (AllIn)
Basque Fatherland and Liberty (ETA)
Communist Party of Philippines/New People's Army (CPP/NPA)
Continuity Irish Republican Army (CIRA)
Gama'a al-Islamiyya (IG)
HAMAS
Harakat ul-Mujahedin (HUM)
Hizballah
Islamic Jihad Union (nU)
Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU)
Jaish-e-Mohammed (JEM)
Jemaah Islamiya Organization (JI)
AI-Jihad (AJ)
Kahane Chai (Kach)
Kongra-Gel (KGK/PKK)
Lashkar e-Tayyiba (LT)
Lashkar i Jhangvi (LJ)
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)
Libyan Islamic Fighting Group (LIFG)
Moroccan Islamic Combatant Group (GICM)
Mujahedin-e Khalq Organization (MEK)
National Liberation Army (ELN)
Palestine Liberation Front (PLF)
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Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PH)
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP)
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine-General Command (PFLP-GC)
Al-Qaida (AQ)
Al-Qaida in Iraq (AQI)
Al-Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) [Formerly Salafist Group for Call and Combat (GSPC)]
Real IRA (RIRA)
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
Revolutionary Nuclei (RN)
Revolutionary Organization 17 November
Revolutionary People's Liberation Party/Front (DHKP/C)
Shining Path (SL)
United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia (AVC)
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APPENDIX C

STRATEGIC COiVlllifUNICATION

An excellent example of Western leaders improperly choosing words in strategic

communication, the label "jihadist" for Islamist terrorists has become more and more common.

It reflects a lack of understanding of the Islamic religion. By calling a terrorist a 'jihadist" rather

, that a terrorist, it is implied that there is agreement with the terrorists actions as a valid jihad

(struggle) within the context of Islam. The terrorist obviously feels his terrorism is justified if he

labels it as jihad. Thus, the tactic of terrorism is validated (in the terrorists mind, at least) as a

legitimate religious undertaking, vice the perversion of Islam that it is. The misuse of the term

"jihad" and "jihadist" by non Muslim Westerners must be changed by educated leadership in the

realm of public diplomacy and strategic communication, The declassified portion of the
,

National Intelligence Estimate dated April 2006, while an excellent assessment in ideas for

combating terrorism, uses 'jihad" or 'jihadist" at least 27 times. Only one usage should be

considered correct: "". all source reporting indicates that activists identifying themselves as

jihadists, although a small percentage of Muslims, are increasing in both number and geographic

dispersion.,,41 This usage outlines that the terrorists may consider themselves jihadists, but the

report fails to recognize that not all Muslims consider the terrorist as 'jihadists" on a legitimate

jihad, If one insists on labeling terrorists as something other than simply "terrorists", then

perhaps.!c/.tim (someone who brings division to Islam) may be a suitable label for terrorist

leadership like Osama bin Laden.

Quranic scholars point out that the Quran does not allow killing of innocent people

(infidels or not), particularly women and children. Nor does the Quran allow for suicide. Yet by

selectively teaching out of the Quran, extremists may attempt to justify their ideology to the

exploitable masses. The idea of proof texting the Quran is common among Islamist extremists.
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Through proof texting, the actual text of the Quran is selectively arranged and edited to conform

to the terrorist's ideas and desired meanings. Particularly if the audience to this proof texting is

illiterate, this is a very effective way of waging the war of ideas by convincing the audience that

the Quran says it must be so. If the U.S. desires to show no ill will towards Muslims in the war

against terrorists, finding and assisting reputable mainstream Muslim scholars and leaders to

expose the hypocrisy in the ideas of al-Qaeda is essential. The National Intelligence Estimate of

April 2006 captures this idea: "Exposing the religious and political straitjacket that is implied by

the jihadists' propaganda would help to divide them from the audiences they seek to persuade. ,,42

However, the NIB provides this information, but fails to develop how this knowledge could be

leveraged. Gaining the participation of former extremists, respected Muslim clerics, and Muslim

scholars to expose the straitjacket would give credibility to the assertion. Muslin1leaders in the

Middle East can better reach the minds of th~ average Muslim to convince them of the reality

Osama bin Laden is trying to achieve. A confusing U.S. policy communication of peaceful

democracy while most average Muslims can readily see the U.S. military in the Middle East

simply exacerbates the problem. Giving Muslim scholars and leaders a platform to speak against

totalitarian Islam will pay rich dividends in the long run for the war of ideas; we must seize any

such opportunity and capitalize on it.

Tenuous links between state sponsors of terrorism and terrorist acts, as in Iraq, might not

be clear enough to warrant military regime change to suit a U.S. national policy of establishing

democracy. This will not lead to the desired ends tate of peacefully cooperative nations, and

certainly leads to squandered good will in the world towards America. Peaceful promotion of

democracy may be a valid step towards eliminating terrorist sponsors and safe havens, but the

merit of peacefully promoting democracy is lost when it is backed by utilizing military force.
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The current misalignment of these two different ideas leads to a morass of poorly communicated

goals, and the means to achieve them.
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